This investigation studies the use of the preterit and imperfect in Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish. These dialects were chosen because they had different linguistic influence; Puerto Rico had more African influence while Argentina had more Italian influence. This research has three main goals: first, determine which linguistic factors condition the use of these forms in both dialects. Second, contrast the linguistic predictors in both dialects in order to determine if there are dialectal differences. Finally, identify if these differences are explained by synchronic variation between the same forms with different meanings (polysemy) (TorresCacoullos, 2001). The results indicate some differences between Puerto Rican Spanish and Buenos Aires Spanish. The significant predictors in Puerto Rican Spanish were the lexical semantics, the specificity of the event, and the use of the adverbs. On the other hand, the specificity of the event, the lexical semantics, and the type of information were significant in Buenos Aires Spanish. The only factors that these dialects had in common were the specificity of the event and the lexical semantics. This evidence indicates that there is dialectal variation regarding the preterit and imperfect. It is suggested that these structures are not as stable as previously thought. It is hypothesized that these differences are the result of the different linguistic influence between Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish. However, this study did not find that the preterit and imperfect are used with different functions, thus this not provides evidence for polysemy. Furthermore, these findings might indicate that there is variation within a single dialect. However, further research is needed to support this hypothesis.
Introduction
Spanish tense and aspect have been the focus of many investigations, particularly the contrast between the preterit and imperfect (Alcina & Blecua, 1980; Bybee et al. 1994; Comrie, 1976; Silva-Corvalán, 1982; Real Academia Española, (RAE) 1973 . Most of the investigations have focused on the acquisition of both aspectual forms (Ayoun & Salaberry, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998 , 2000 Delgado-Diaz & Ortiz-López, 2012; Laguna, 2009; Lubbers-Quesada, 2011; Ruiz Debbe 2005; Slabakova, 2002; Slabakova & Montrul, 1999; Li & Shirai, 2003) ; while other research has tried to delimit the use and interpretations of both tenses (Carrasco-Gutiérrez, 2001; Cipria & Roberts, 2000; Comrie, 1976; Pérez-Botero, 1997; Sliva-Corvalán, 1982; Rodríguez, 2004) . These investigations have suggested that there are different factors involved when choosing between the preterit and imperfect; for example, lexical aspect (Anderse & Shirai, 1996) and discourse (Hopper, 1979) . In other words, the choice between the preterit and imperfect depends on many linguistic factors and the message the speakers want to convey (Slabakova & Montrul, 1999) ; consequently, a certain amount of variation can be found.
Despite the fact that different factors influence the choice between the preterit and imperfect they are considered to be stable structures. Thus, the main goal of this investigation is to determine if there is dialectal variation regarding the factors that predict the use of both forms. Dialectal variation would shed some evidence if there are changes regarding the use of the preterit and imperfect; consequently, this will show that these structures are not as stable as previously assumed. This study will contrast two different Spanish dialects in order to determine which linguistic factors predict the use of the preterit and imperfect. The dialects chosen for this investigation were Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish because they had different historical linguistic influence. On one hand, Caribbean Spanish had African influence (Lipski, 1998 (Lipski, , 2001 Ortiz-López, 2010 ). This influence is so vital in the Caribbean that Lipski (1998) stated that " [t] he Caribbean region is rightfully considered to be the largest repository of Afro-diaspora culture and language in the Western Hemisphere" (p.54). On the other hand, Argentinean Spanish was influenced by Italian (Silva-Corvalán, 2001 ) since there was a massive Italian migration since 1876 until 1914 (Klein, 1983) .
The Spanish preterit and imperfect
Spanish has different tenses that can be used to express past events in which the preterit and imperfect are included (Bello, 1847; Alcina Franch & Blecua, 1975; Alonso & Henríquez-Ureña, 1983; Nebrija, 1492) . Both forms are used to refer to past events (1a-b) but entail different aspectual meanings (Comrie, 1976; Cipria & Roberts, 2000; De Miguel, 1999) . (1) a. …de Hugo para acá fueron los peores. (SJ031022H96) 2 … the worst ones were from Hurricane Hugo until now.
b. … en casa yo era la mayor... (SJ023012M96) … I was the eldest one in my house Aspect can be expressed by two means, grammatical aspect and lexical aspect.
Grammatical aspect is the information provided by the inflectional morphology of the verbs (De Miguel, 1999) . The morphological ending /-aba/ in (2) provides an imperfective reading to the verb.
(2) cant-aba was singing/sang Grammatical aspect can be used to modify the interpretation of the event because using the preterit or imperfect will affect how the event is interpreted. The preterit is interpreted as a unique completed event (3, taken from Montrul & Slabakova, 2003) and it emphasizes the completion of the event (Comrie, 1976) . In addition, it has a closed upper-bound. In other words, the event has an explicit endpoint (Salas-González, 1996) . On the other hand, the imperfect has a durative, habitual or ongoing interpretation (4, taken from Montrul & Slabakova, 2003 ) (Comrie, 1976) ; it has an open upper-bound because it does not emphasize the completion of the event (Salas-González, 1996) .
(3) El dinosaurio comió algas. The dinosaur ate algae.
(4) El dinosaurio comía algas. Dinosaurs used to eat algae/ the dinosaur was eating algae.
A durative event has been characterized by its dynamicity which develops within a certain period of time and does not contain an end-point (4) (Montrul & Slabakova, 2000) . A habitual event, for its part, is defined as an event that is repeated during an extensive period of time in such a manner that it becomes an inherit characteristic of that event (5) (Comrie, 1976) . However, Comrie (1976) does not define how extensive the period of time has to be for an event to become habitual.
(5) Caminaba todos los días a la escuela I used to walk every day to school. Now then, lexical aspect refers to the information provided by the verb itself; Vendler (1957) Vendler's (1957) classification is important because the imperfect is more compatible with states and activities while the preterit is more compatible with accomplishments and achievements (Alcina Franch, Blecua. 1975; Andersen & Shirai, 1996; BarloviHarlig, 1998; Cipria & Roberts, 2000; Pérez Vidal & Garau, 2002; Shirai & Kurono; . It should be noted that the lexical aspect can be modified by the verb argument (Salas-Gozales, 1996) ; hence, an activity verb like comer can become an accomplishment as in comer una manzana 3 .
However, other research has stated that there are other factors that condition the use of the preterit and imperfect. According to Montrul & Slabakova (2003) , the difference between the preterit and imperfect is related to the specificity of the event.
These researchers stated that the preterit can express a specific or existential event.
For instance, example (3) can be interpreted as a specific event in which a single dinosaur ate algae. On the contrary, the imperfect can express a generic or universal event, as in sentence in (4) can be interpreted as an action that all dinosaurs did as a species.
In addition, other investigations have stated that the type of information is an important factor that influences the choice between the preterit and the imperfect (Alicia & Blecua, 1975; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998; Hooper, 1979; Silva-Corvalán, 1983 ).
According to these investigations, the preterit is used with foreground information, information that moves the narrative forward (6a), while the imperfect is used with background information; it provides more description in a narrative (6b) (Hopper, 1979; Silva-Corvalán, 1983 ).
(6) Juan llegó (6a) a su apartamento y todo estaba (6b) oscuro. Juan arrived at his apartment and everything was dark.
The description of the preterit and imperfect has shown that the choice between the preterit and imperfect is not a simple one, but it rather involves different factors such as lexical semantics, specificity of the event, the type of information and the message the speaker wants to convey. In other words, the choice between the preterit and imperfect is determined by different linguistic factors; this would lead to a certain degree of variation.
Grammaticalization
Grammaticalization is a process that can explain dialectal variation (SilvaCorvalán, 2001 ). This process is defined as "the change whereby lexical items serve grammatical functions, and once grammaticalized, continue to develop new grammatical functions." (Hopper & Traugott, 2003 : XV, as cited in Nicolle, 2012 .
During this process there may be two or more forms with the same function; this is known as layering (Bybee et al. 1994) . A frequent example of layering in English is shall, will and be going to as future markers (Bybee et al. 1994 continuous. The notion of polysemy is particularly interesting to the current study because it is expected that dialect variation will entail polysemy. In other words, the preterit and imperfect will be used by both dialects but with different functions.
Previous Research
Most of the research on the Spanish preterit and imperfect has focused on its acquisition (Ayoun & Salaberry, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998 , 2000 Delgado-Diaz & Ortiz-López, 2012; Laguna, 2009; Lubbers-Quesada, 2011; Ruiz Debbe 2005; Slabakova, 2002; Slabakova & Montrul, 1999; Li & Shirai, 2003) . Among these studies, some have indicated that there might be a dialectal component ( (Andersen & Shirai, 1996) . In order to test this hypothesis they analyzed three different groups: early learners, late learners and Spanish monolinguals as a control group. They found that the early bilinguals and the late bilinguals used the preterit and imperfect in accordance with the Aspect Hypothesis;
that is, they tended to use the imperfect with atelic verbs and the preterit with telic verbs. However, the same pattern was found in Spanish monolingual children; the statistical analysis showed that the three groups did not differ significantly from each other in this regards. These investigators concluded that results were inconclusive regarding the Aspect Hypothesis because the three groups tended to use the preterit and imperfect with the same verb classes, the preterit with accomplishments and achievements and the imperfect with states and activities. Consequently, they stated that learners might be responding to input rather than following the Aspect Hypothesis.
As for the possibility of variation within the same dialect, Lubbers-Quesada state, activity, accomplishment, achievement) in the use of the preterit and imperfect.
The participants were 30 classroom learners of Spanish and 10 Mexican native speakers. They were given four tasks but the author focused on the last one in which the participants had to narrate the first time they fell in love. Among her findings, it is worth mentioning that the native speakers showed variation regarding the production of the preterit and the imperfect. The Mexican native speakers used both the preterit and imperfect in the same contexts (7, taken from Lubbers-Quesada, 2011).
(7) a. Mi papá me llevaba exactamente a la hora entrada. My father used to take me at exactly the time to enter.
b. Y mis amigos me llevaron a la hora indicada. And my friends took me at the indicated time.
c. Anduve con él todo el tiempo. I walked with him all the time.
d. Andábamos juntos todo el tiempo. We used to walk together all the time.
Research questions
Most of the previous research has taken for granted that the preterit and imperfect are stable structures from an intra-speaker, an inter-speaker and dialectal perspective. However, Lubbers-Quesada's (2011) findings suggest that the preterit and imperfect are variable structures. In addition, Delgado-Diaz and Ortiz-López (2012) findings suggest that there might be dialectal differences regarding these.
Therefore, the main goal of this study is to investigate the use of the preterit and imperfect by two different Spanish dialects, Buenos Aires and Puerto Rican Spanish in order to identify if there are dialectal differences. As mentioned before, these dialects were chosen because they had different linguistic influences. This investigation will be guided by the following research questions: (Barrenechea, 1987) . Table 2 describes the distribution of the participants according to the dialectal zone. Both corpora are based on Labovian sociolinguistic interviews in which the participants were asked questions about a range of topics in order to elicit different speech styles (Labov, 1972) . It is worth mentioning that the Habla Culta de Buenos Aires (Barrenechea, 1987) corpus is very restricted in terms of age and social class of the participants. The participants were between 35 and 55 years old and members of the high socio-economic level. For this reason, participants of similar age and socioeconomic class were selected from the PRESEEA corpus in order to control for any possible differences between age and social class.
Coding scheme
This investigation took into account the following variables, taken form section 1.2:
1. Preterit and imperfect 2. Lexical semantics (Vendler, 1957) 3. Type of information: foreground (9a) and background (9b) (the Discourse Hooper, 1976) . Tomé would be coded as foreground because it moves the narration forward while regalaban would be coded as background because it does not moves to narrative forward.
(9) Tomé (9a) el vino que me regalaban (9b) todos los años. I drank the wine that they gave me every year.
4.
Frame of temporal reference: absolute, intrinsic, relative, indeterminate and irrelevant (Bender et al., 2005; Evans, 2006; Schwenter & Torres-Cacoullos, 2008 ).
An absolute temporal reference is expressed by a specific point in time, similar to an event on a calendar (10a); while an intrinsic temporal reference refers to an event that is temporally anchored to another event. This temporal reference occurs when the speaker is making allusion to one event using a different one as the point of reference (10b). A relative temporal reference is an event that expresses the speaker's own relationship with the event. It indicates the speaker's own temporal perspective to the event (Evans, 2006) (10c) . An indeterminate frame of reference is defined as a context without sufficient information to determine the temporal frame of reference (10d); whereas, an irrelevant frame of reference is defined as an event that does not allow answering when the event occurred, it can be viewed as an hypothetical situation (Schwenter & Torres-Cacoullos, 2008 ) (10e). It is expected that relative temporal reference will favor the imperfect because it expresses the speaker's own point of view. In addition, it is anticipated that the preterit will be favored by the absolute temporal reference because it is viewed as close upper-bound. Since this variable has not been used to study the preterit and imperfect it is unclear how intrinsic, indeterminate, and irrelevant temporal references will affect the use of these forms.
(10) a. e. La persona, ni sociedad va a cambiar, porque esta persona murió y va a ir un asesino a menos en la calle porque el problema no es ese. (SJ030032H96) That person or society will not change because this person died; there won't be one less murderer in the streets because that is not the problem.
5.
Temporal adverbs: durative (11a), punctual (11b), no adverb (11c).
(11) a, Siempre íbamos al cine.
We always used to go to the movies b.
Una vez fuimos al cine.
We once went to the movies c. ø fuimos/ íbamos al cine.
We ø went/used to go to the movies 6. The specificity of the event: specific (12a) and generic (12b) (Montrul & Slabakova, 2003 Todos los deportes, pues, se practicaban mucho (SJ3023H96) All sports, well, they were practiced a lot.
All the cases with the preterit and imperfect were analyzed and coded by the researcher. The entire context was taken into account because it can alter the semantic class of the verbs (Salas-González, 1996) . Tokens that the investigator was unable to codify were not taken into consideration 5 . The data was coded and analyzed using GoldVarb X 6 in order to determine the linguistic factors that predict the use of the preterit and imperfect in Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish.
Results
A total of 706 tokens were extracted from both corpora of which 274 appeared in the preterit and 432 in the imperfect. Table 3 shows the general distribution of the preterit and imperfect according to the dialectal zone.
5 These were mainly cases in which the author could not determine the semantic class of the verb by the information provided by the context. For example, …que fue él el que lo hizo (SJ0931H96) 'that he was the one that did it'. In this example hizo was not taken into account because lo refers to an aggression someone did; however, little information about the aggression is provided in the interview. Thus, the investigator was unsure if hizo was durative, punctual, telic or atelic. In addition, other linguist who were Spanish native speakers were consulted to clarify unclear cases. 6 GoldVarb X is a statistical program used to analyze sociolinguistic variation. It performs binary logistics regressions that allow establishing a predictive model of the variable studied. See Tagliamonte (2006) for an in-depth explanation. It is worth highlighting some details from Table 3 ; first, more tokens were found in the Puerto Rican corpus than in the Buenos Aires one. This may be due to the nature of the interviews; Buenos Aires questions were more oriented to the present rather than the past. However, a comparison can be made between both corpora because they followed a Labovian interview pattern, i.e. guided questions with free conversation. Similarly, there were more cases of the imperfect in the Puerto Rico corpus while the preterit and imperfect were more evenly distributed in the Buenos Aires corpus.
A logistic regression was performed for each dialect which indicated the linguistic factors that constrain the use of the preterit and imperfect for each dialect. Table 4 shows the results of the analysis for the Puerto Rican dialect. The imperfect was favored with generic events (14) (Montrul & Slabakova, 2003) , with relative temporal reference (15) (Bender et al., 2005) , with durative adverbs and with durative and atelic events (16) (Alcina Franch, Blecua. 1975; Andersen & Shirai, 1996; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998; Cipria & Roberts, 2000; Pérez Vidal & Garau, 2002; Shirai & Kurono; Furthermore, the preterit was favored with specific events as predicted by Montrul and Slabakova (2003) . In addition, the preterit was favored by punctual adverbs (17), achievements verbs (18) (Alcina Franch, Blecua. 1975; Andersen & Shirai, 1996; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998; Cipria & Roberts, 2000; Pérez Vidal & Garau, 2002; Shirai & Kurono; . Finally, this form was favored by (19) irrelevant and (20) indeterminate temporal references (Bender et al., 2005) . However, these results may be due to skewing in the data since there were few cases of irrelevant frame of reference.
(17) …la última vez que fuimos al cine… ( SJ030032H96). …the last time we went to the movies… (18) …unos años luego pasé aquí al correo interior. (SJ031022H96) …some years later I transfered here to campus mail.
(19) …dicen que de la vieja guardia que tenían años aquí como loco. (SJ031022H96). …they say that the old school had a lot of years here.
(20) Me parece que fue para Navidad. (SJ008031M96) I think it was on Christmas.
The Buenos Aires analysis showed a different tendency. Table 5 displays the linguistic factors that were chosen for this dialect. The analysis showed that the imperfect is favored in Buenos Aires Spanish with generic events (21), durative and atelic events (22), in agreement with the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai 1996) . It was also favored with background information (23) (Schwenter & Torres Cacoullos, 2008 , Silva-Corvalán, 1982 and the plurality of the object, as predicted by Montrul & Slabakova (2003) (24) . (23) …tuve la gran suerte que el trabajo esté estaba a cuatro cuadras de la facultad. (BA-1) …I had luck that the work was four blocks away from the faculty.
(24) Las vacaciones de invierno eran, en las vacaciones de julio. (BA-3) Winter vacations were in July.
The preterit was favored by specific event (25), telic verbs (26) as predicted by the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai, 1996) . In addition, the preterit was favored by background events (27) according to the Discourse Hypothesis (Hooper, 1967) and by singular objects (28) (Montrul & Slabakova, 2003) .
(25) …y después me especialicé en cartografía (BA-8) …and later I specialized in cartography.
(26) …él ganó el concurso de una escuela de vicedirector… (BA-9) …he won a school's competition as vice director… (27) …yo cuando empecé con este ritmo (BA-1) …when I started with this rhythm… (28) … que mi padre alquiló allí una... una quinta… (BA-11) …my father rented a place there…
The logistic regressions showed that both dialects have different patterns in terms of the linguistic factors that predict the preterit and imperfect. Table 6 illustrates these differences more clearly. Differences can be noted when contrasting the linguistic predictors for both dialects. Puerto Rican Spanish uses the lexical semantics, the specificity of the event, the type of adverb and the temporal frame of reference. Buenos Aires Spanish uses the specificity of the event, the lexical semantics, the type of information, and the plurality of the object. These dialects use two linguistic factors in common, the specificity of the event and lexical semantics. Both dialects ranked the specificity of the event as the most important factor, as noted by the range. Regarding the lexical semantics, it was found that these dialects have different range values for this linguistic factor. Buenos Aires had a higher range value (Range = 60) while Puerto
Rico had a lower value (Range =47). This means that this factor has a greater influence on determining the use of the preterit and the imperfect in Buenos Aires than in Puerto Rico.
Discussion
The present study addressed four research questions; the first question inquired about the different linguistic predictors that condition the use of the preterit and the imperfect in Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish. This research found that the specificity of the event, the temporal frame of reference and the lexical semantics were chosen in Puerto Rican Spanish as factors that determine the use of the preterit and the imperfect. The imperfect was favored with generic events while the preterit was favored with specific ones, as predicted by Montrul and Slabakova (2003) .
Specific events are compatible with the preterit because they are interpreted as a unique event. On the other hand, generic events can be interpreted as durative or habitual, making generic events compatible with the imperfect (Montrul & Slabakova, 2003) . The imperfect was also favored with relative temporal references; this may be due to the fact that the relative frame of reference describes the speaker's own perspective (Bender et al., 2005) . The relative temporal reference is compatible with the imperfect because aspect is related to the speaker's own perspective of the event. On the other hand, the preterit was favored with indeterminate and irrelevant temporal references. This finding is somewhat inconclusive because the data was skewed. People tended not to use a temporal frame of reference since 44.28% of the data obtained in Puerto Rico had an indeterminate frame of reference. Similarly, few cases found of irrelevant temporal references were found. It is necessary to conduct further research focusing on the temporal frame of reference to arrive at a more definite conclusion. Lastly, it was found that the imperfect was favored by state and activity verbs and the preterit with achievements. This data supports the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai 1996) . However, it was found that the imperfect was slightly favored with accomplishment verbs. This could mean that there is an envelope of variation within dialects that needs to be defined; further research is required in this respect.
Regarding Buenos Aires Spanish, it was found that the specificity of the event, the lexical semantics and the type of information were factors that predicted the use of the preterit and the imperfect. Specific events favored the preterit while generic events favored the imperfect, as predicted by Montrul and Slabakova (2003) .
In addition, states and activity verbs favored the imperfect, and accomplishment and achievement verbs favored the preterit. This data supports the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai 1996) . Contrary to the Puerto Rican data, accomplishment verbs did not favor the imperfect. The imperfect was also favored with background information while the preterit was favored with foreground information, as predicted by the Discourse Hypothesis (Hopper, 1979) . This is because background information is not temporally anchored (Schwenter & Torres Cacoullos, 2008) making it more compatible with the imperfect. In addition, the plurality of the object was found to be significant; the imperfect was favored with plural objects while the preterit was favored with singular objects. This data supports Montrul & Slabakova's (2003) findings since these investigators stated that plural objects are more compatible with the imperfect because they allow multiple repetitions of the event.
The second research question inquired about the differences between both dialects. It was found that these two dialects had different predictors. Similarly, these dialects have two linguistic factors in common, the specificity of the event and the semantic class of the verb. It is worth mentioning that the lexical semantics of the verb had different ranges in both dialects (see tables 4 and 5).
The preterit and the imperfect have been claimed to be stable structures;
however, this study suggests that there are dialectal differences regarding the predictors for the preterit and the imperfect. This implies that the preterit and the imperfect are variable structures and are susceptible to dialectal variation. This supports Delgado-Díaz and Ortiz-López's (2012) findings because they suggested that there is a dialectal component which learners acquire rather than responding to aspectual or discursive cues.
The third research question inquired if these data showed evidence of polysemy. It was found that these dialects have the same forms, preterit and imperfect, with different semantic values. Puerto Rican Spanish seems to focus on the event itself, marking generic events with the imperfect and specific ones with the preterit, while moving away from the lexical semantics. This hypothesis is drawn from the fact that the imperfect was slightly favored by accomplishment verbs (p=.56). According to the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai, 1996) , this type of verb should favor the preterit. Buenos Aires Spanish also contrasts the preterit and imperfect with the specificity of the event, as Puerto Rican Spanish does. On the contrary, Buenos Aires Spanish seems to maintain the lexical semantic as an important factor; in addition, it uses the preterit and imperfect distinction as discourse markers, foreground information is marked with the preterit and background information is marked with the imperfect (Silva-Corvalán, 1983 ). However, this does not necessarily provide evidence of polysemy because this process is defined as the synchronic variation of one form with different functions (Torres-Cacoullos, 2001 ).
This study found evidence of different semantic interpretations of the preterit and imperfect but this does not mean that they have different functions, as proposed by Torres-Cacoullos (2001) .
The fourth research question aimed at giving a possible explanation that could account for these differences. It can be hypothesized that such differences might be explained due to a diverse historical linguistic influence between Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish. Caribbean Spanish had African influence (Lipski, 1998 (Lipski, , 2001  Ortiz-López, 2010) while Buenos Aires had Italian influence. However, it is necessary to contrast the tense aspect system in Italian and different African languages in order to support this hypothesis.
Conclusions
This study contrasted two different Spanish dialects with the aim of investigating if there is dialectal variation regarding the linguistic factors that predict the use of the preterit and the imperfect; thus, proving evidence of linguistic change.
The results of this investigation showed evidence that indicate that the preterit and imperfect appear to be structures much more variable than previously stated in grammars (RAE, 1973 (RAE, , 2010 or acquisition studies (Ayoun & Salaberry, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1998 , 2000 Delgado-Diaz & Ortiz-López, 2012; Laguna, 2009; Lubbers-Quesada, 2011; Ruiz Debbe 2005; Slabakova, 2002; Slabakova & Montrul, 1999; Li & Shirai, 2003) . It was found that Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish have different predictors that constrain the use of the preterit and the imperfect confirming dialectal variation. These results did not provide evidence for polysemy despite the fact that Puerto Rican and Buenos Aires Spanish use different linguistic factors. However, the data showed preliminary evidence of linguistic change. This may imply that these structures are susceptible to variation within a dialect. This would explain why Lubbers-Quesada's (2011) found that native speakers could use both the preterit and imperfect in the same contexts. Finally, it was stated that the diverse linguistic influence between Puerto and Buenos Aires could explain the differences found. However, much investigation is still needed to further support these findings. Future research should contrast other Spanish dialects using a similar set of questions in order to have a more comparable data and a larger sample. This would also allow to identify the threshold of variation. Finally, a diachronic study is recommended to determine the stage of the linguistic change.
